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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 24, 46-47 have been amended. No new matter has been added. Claims 1, 
24, and 46-89 are pending in the application. 

ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 

The Examiner has indicated that Claims 55, 62-64, 76 and 83-85 are objected to as 
being dependent upon a rejected based claim, but would be allowable if rewritten to 
incorporate all limitations from the base and any intervening claims. 

The Applicants thank the Examiner for indicating this allowable subject matter. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS - 35 U.S.C. § 112 - 2 nd paragraph 
Claims 1, 24, 46-89 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. The rejection is respectfully traversed for the following 
reasons. 

Applicants have amended Claim 1 as follows: 

discovering information that identifies a second network element that is coupled to a 
port of a first network element or describes a device type of the second 
network element, wherein , based on content received by the first network 
element, the information identifies the second network element or describes 
the device type based on content received by the first network element ; 

The amendment to Claim 1 makes it clear that if the information identifies the second 
network element, then the information does so based on content received by the first network 
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element; and that if the information describes the device type, then the information does so 
based on content received by the first network element. 

Similar amendments have been made to Independent Claims 24, 46, and 47. 

Claims 68 and 89 are rejected with respect to the terms "sysDescr", sysObjectID" and 
"MIB". The Office Action appears to allege that Claims 68 and 69 are indefinite because the 
Applicants have refused to limit the meaning of these terms to one particular definition. 
Applicants respectfully assert that they are not required to limit the scope of the claims to one 
particular definition. 

The Applicants have referred to the Appendix of the Specification to provide 
examples involving the claim terms, "sysDescr", sysObjectID" and "MIB". Applicants 
respectfully assert that they are allowed to provide examples in order to teach one or ordinary 
skill how to make and use the invention. (See e.g., Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303 (Fed. Cir. 
2005) "One of the best ways to teach a person of ordinary skill in the art how to make and use the 
invention is to provide an example of how to practice the invention in a particular case.") 
Moreover, the fact that the Applicants choose to use examples to teach one of ordinary skill does 
not necessarily limit the claim scope to the provided examples. As the Applicants indicated in 
their previous response, one of ordinary skill would understand that documents such as RFCs are 
subject to revision. Therefore, one of ordinary skill would understand that the Applicants did not 
intend that the scope of the claims be limited to any specific example that references a particular 
RFC. 

The Applicants insistence on not limiting the claim scope to the examples provided in the 
Specification and Appendix thereto in no way renders the claims indefinite. To the contrary, 
breadth of claim scope is not to be confused with indefiniteness. 
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In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants respectfully assert that all claims 
comply with 35 U.S.C. 112, paragraph 2. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS - 35 U.S.C. § 102 
Claims 1, 24, 46-54, 56-60, 65-66, 69-75, 77-81 and 88-87 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by US Patent No. 6,175,882 to Bunton et al. (hereinafter 
Bunton). The rejection is respectfully traversed for the following reasons. 

Claim 1 recites, in part: 

discovering information that identifies a second network element that is coupled to a 
port of a first network element or describes a device type of the second 
network element, wherein , based on content received by the first network 
element, the information identifies the second network element or describes 
the device type . 

Bunton fails to teach or suggest the above underscored limitations. Bunton discloses a 
technique that allows a first module to configure its ports to be in the same mode as a second 
module. To do so, the first module determines the mode in which the second module is 
operating and the first module configures its ports to match the mode of the second module. 

To determine which mode the second module is in, Bunton teaches that the first 
module looks for "indicators" including 1) whether a signal from the second module is 
toggling, and 2) a clock rate of a signal from the second module. Neither of these indicators 
is content received by the first module. In other words, knowing whether a signal is toggling 
or not does not allow Bunton to know what content is being carried by the signal . 
Furthermore, knowing the frequency or clock rate of a signal does not allow Bunton to know 
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what content is being carried by the signal. In contrast, Claim 1 recites that "the information 
identifies the network element or describes the device type based on content received by the 
apparatus." 

Furthermore, Applicants assert that Bunton cannot be modified to arrive at the 
claimed invention because the first module cannot understand the content contained in the 
signal from the second module until the first module is configured to communicate with the 
second module by configuring the ports of the first module to one of the configurations (col. 
2, lines 6-23). 

Moreover, the Applicants note that the Office Action does not assert that Bunton 
teaches the underscored claim language. 

Independent Claims 24 and 46-47 have been amended to contain similar limitation to 
those in Claims 1. Therefore, Independent Claims 24 and 46-47 are allowable. 

The dependent claims are allowable based on their dependency. These dependent 
claims recite additional limitations, which further distinguish over the cited art. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS - 35 U.S.C. § 103 
Claims 61, 67, 82 and 88 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 6,175,882 to Bunton et al. (hereinafter Bunton). In view of US Patent 
Application Publication No. US/2003/0169761 Al to Duncan et al. (hereinafter Duncan). 
The rejection is respectfully traversed for the following reasons. 

Duncan fails to remedy the deficiency in Bunton with respect to the independent 
claims. As Applicants have already discussed, Bunton cannot be modified to arrive at the 
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invention recited in Claim 1. Therefore, the independent claims are allowable over the 
combination of Bunton and Duncan. 

As such, all claims are allowable. 

CONCLUSION 

The Applicants believe that all issues raised in the Office Action have been addressed 
and that allowance of the pending claims is appropriate. 

The Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is 
believed that such contact would further the examination of the present application. 

For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that all of the pending 
claims are now in condition for allowance. Therefore, the issuance of a formal Notice of 
Allowance is believed next in order, and that action is most earnestly solicited. 

To the extent necessary to make this reply timely filed, the Applicants petition for an 
extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 47.136. 



Seq.No. 7693 



15 



Application of Chris Riggins, Ser. No. 10/681,548, Filed October 7, 2003 
Reply to Final Office Action 
Attorney Docket No. 50325-0801 



If any applicable fee is missing or insufficient, throughout the pendency of this 
application, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to any applicable fees and to credit any 
overpayments to our Deposit Account No. 50-1302. 

Respectfully submitted, 

HICKMAN PALERMO TRUONG & BECKER LLP 



Date: July 2, 2007 / RonaldMPomerenke/ 
Ronald M. Pomerenke 
Reg. No. 43,009 

2055 Gateway Place, #550 

San Jose, CA 95110 

Telephone: (408) 414-1080, ext. 210 

Facsimile: (408)414-1076 



CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMISSION VIA EFS-WEB 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 1.8(a)(l)(ii), I hereby certify that this correspondence is being transmitted to the United 
States Patent & Trademark Office via the Office electronic filing system in accordance with 37 C.F.R. §§ I .(>( I )(4) 
and 1.8(a)(l)(i)(C) on the date indicated below and before 9:00 PM PST. 

Submission date: Jul y 3, 2007 by /Trudy Ba gdon/ 
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